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The Postal Service hereby provides notice that it is supplementing its filing of the
amendment to Express Mail Contract 11 (filed May 24, 2013), with the supporting
financial documentation and certified statement required by 39 C.F.R. § 3015.5. The
certified statement is attached to this pleading. Redacted versions of the financial
analysis are also included with this filing. Unredacted versions are being filed under
seal today. The Postal Service’s original application for non-public treatment in this
docket is hereby incorporated by reference for the protection of these materials.
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Attachment B
Certification of Prices for Amendment to Express Mail Contract 11

|, Steven R. Phelps, Manager, Regulatory Reporting and Cost Analysis, Finance
Department, am familiar with the prices and terms for the amendment to Express Mail
Contract 11. The amended prices and terms contained in this Contract were
established by the Decision of the Governors of the United States Postal Service on
Establishment of Rate and Class Not of General Applicability for Express Mail Contract
Group, dated October 26, 2009 (Governors' Decision No. 09-14).

| hereby certify, based on in the financial analysis provided herewith, that the
amended prices are in compliance with 39 U.S.C § 3633 (a)(1), (2), and (3). They are
expected to cover attributable costs. There should therefore be no subsidization of
competitive products by market dominant products. The amended contract should not
impair the ability of competitive products on the whole to cover an appropriate share of

institutional costs.
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